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ABSTRACT: The popularity of Web 2.0 technology amongst tertiary students has become an increased talking point 
due to its pedagogical capabilities. The purpose of this research was to incorporate the social network Facebook 
within an architectural design studio to reintroduce the social interaction that was once generated within the 
traditional, 24 hour setting. This interaction has proven vital to an architect’s future as here they develop the initial 
peer network within the industry. The study draws upon existing literature to gage the effectiveness of introducing 
Facebook within the contemporary university environment, further, a case study was established within a second 
year architectural class. The correspondence was monitored at five intervals across the semester, with the 
information that was shared, quantified. The aim of this research was to provide the necessary foundation for the 
feasibility on the possible inclusion of Facebook within architectural tertiary education. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Traditional architectural studios provided a 24 hour learning environment that assisted full time students with peer 
to peer problem solving, reviews and critiques of work as well as establishing social networks amongst fellow 
architectural students (Kurt, 2009; Wallis, Williams & Ostwald, 2010). This is in contrast with contemporary 
architectural studios that offer very few contact hours a week, as well as the fact that a majority of architectural 
students also work in firms (McLaughlin & Mills, 2008; Williams, Ostwald & Askland, 2010). As a result, this leaves 
students little time amongst their peers, restricting their studio based interactions; interactions that could ultimately 
provide invaluable networking opportunities for future employment and collaborative endeavours. Web 2.0 could be 
the answer to the limited social interaction that has befallen the architectural studio, with the focus on Facebook as a 
tool to make up the balance of peer to peer learning that the traditional 24 hour studio had always provided.  
To gather an in-depth understanding of the current studio environment, this research looked briefly at the history of 
the studio and how it came to be the central focus of architectural education. It also drew upon the existing literature 
that describes the difficulties facing the studio in the contemporary tertiary context. From here a brief overview on 
Web 2.0 and its inclusion within tertiary education was explored, with the focus being on sources that have utilised the 
social network Facebook within a university setting. Finally, the pros and cons of incorporating Facebook within an 
architectural studio were investigated, with a number of similar studies utilising Facebook as reference points. This 
research will look to build upon these current studies that have used Facebook as a way of communicating outside of 
scheduled class time and apply them to an architectural context.  
 The purpose of this paper will be to establish whether or not Facebook could be employed within the studio 
environment to increase social interactions not only between tutor and student, but also amongst their peers. The 
research utilised existing literature to develop an analytical study that would determine the effectiveness of the social 
network tool within architectural tertiary education.    
This study analysed a [insert name of university here] architectural studio that had incorporated Facebook within 
the class curriculum, to determine if the social network contributed significantly to the learning environment. By 
examining the nature of the correspondence on the various studio group pages, it was believed that a response to the 
effectiveness of using the social network for out of hours learning could be sort.  
In analysing this research, one could determine whether social change is required within the current design studio 
format and if the inclusion of Facebook within the learning curriculum could be instrumental for that change. It will 
look to provide a supplement for the social interaction that was once developed within the traditional 24 hour studio 
and will seek to make use of this mainstream technology as a pedagogical response to benefit both staff and students 
partaking in architectural education.  
As there were limited studies on the use of Facebook in the architectural studio context at the time of writing this 
paper, it could also provide the initial ground work necessary for future research on the subject. 
LITERATURE REVIEW  
There is currently a wide variety of research on both the architectural studio and the concept of combining current 
student technological trends with tertiary education. The architectural studio has been under scrutiny in recent years 
 (Kurt, 2009; Longbottom, 2008; Wallis et al., 2010; Williams et al., 2010), as learning within the tertiary environment 
has changed dramatically. This is due to increased student numbers, reduced classroom access and flexibility 
(McLaughlin & Mills, 2008), as well as the introduction of new technology.  It has been discussed by Williams et al. 
(2010) that the three major factors that affect the studio are; 
1. Increased studio numbers which result in added pressure to provide the spatial and academic environment 
required for a successful design studio.  
2. Students choosing to prioritise their paid work over attending classes. 
3. The individual subjective nature of the assessment. 
    
 It could be said that the first two factors might be addressed with the inclusion of Web 2.0 technology into the 
studio environment.  
 
Web 2.0 technology 
 According to Middlemiss (2009), Web 2.0 is the next generation of the internet, in that, the user has far greater 
control over the information they provide, the way it is presented as well as the capacity to share this information with 
others.  According to English and Duncan-Howell (2008), “the currently enrolled undergraduate student body is 
increasingly Web 2.0 efficient.” With the increase in social media and mobile technology, the internet is at the 
fingertips of the majority of the student cohort, 24 hours a day, seven days a week. This has been reflected in the way 
students are choosing to learn. As Prensky (2001) has written, these generations of students are ‘digital natives’ that 
have grown up in an IT rich home environment and require “student-centred, collaborative and reflective learning and 
knowledge acquisition.” Learning is now more of a peer to peer, interactive exercise rather than a teach and be taught 
practice (McLaughlin & Mills, 2008).    
Recent studies have been done in Australia and abroad, that combine the current teaching methodology with Web 
2.0, to provide a thoroughly interactive environment for students (Cochrane & Bateman, 2009; English & Duncan-
Howell, 2008; McIntosh, 2011). These studies have however only combined Web 2.0 with a portion of the learning 
curriculum, with only one study (Cochrane & Bateman, 2009) focusing on the implications within a design faculty.  
There is the opportunity to utilise this already engrained student technology in a holistic approach that would benefit 
not only architectural students, but the teaching staff and university as well.    
 
The architectural design studio 
The design studio is a fundamental aspect to architectural education; where students learn the basic processes, 
possibilities and constraints of design (Kurt, 2009; Williams et al., 2010). As researchers have suggested, students 
learn through working and socialising as well as the formal components of teaching and communication, either verbal, 
graphic or non-verbal (Wallis et al., 2010). The design studio, in the tertiary environment, has to take its place 
amongst the three key components of architectural learning. Kurt (2009) addresses these components as; a basic 
course in liberal arts, professional practice and building science as well as the ‘Apprenticeship’ experience within the 
studio.  
The traditional studio structure, as it is understood by Wallis et al. (2010), was based on the pedagogic traditions of 
the first formal architectural course, the French Beaux-Arts movement established in 1819. The ‘atelier’ (studio) had a 
central role within design education and was an adaption from an “art-based pedagogy and practice,”(Wallis et al., 
2010). It was largely established on a Master/Apprentice type role with a select number of students being taught 
within the same space, under the constant guidance of a master architect. These students would develop design 
responses for the master’s own commissions and competitions as well as a central design project (Williams et al., 
2010).  
The architectural studio structure was later revisited by the (German) Bauhaus modernist movement; with the 
studio, once again, the centre of architectural education. The design process had evolved in parallel with newly 
discovered technical design skills and architectural learning curriculum (Williams et al., 2010). As Wallis et al stated 
(2010), this method required a “continual process of critical reflection by the learner and input by others (tutor, peers 
and external critics).” This ‘input by others’ is a fundamental idea within the traditional studio, with the informal 
‘desk critic’ (Kurt, 2009) proving just as important as the formal assessment of projects. This allowed the tutor and 
peers time to assess their fellow students’ work, attitude, thinking, progress and problems with their design projects.  
The traditional architectural studio allowed time for the critique of the design projects, as there were available 
resources to accommodate the 24 hour ‘live-in’ requirements (Wallis et al., 2010). As Williams et al (2010) states, the 
last fully integrated studio system was abandoned in 1990, with no Australian school of architecture currently offering 
the traditional structure. 
The design studio still remains the central focus of architectural education today, with the traditional culture 
adamant despite the significant changes in the studio format (Wallis et al., 2010). As discussed earlier however, the 
increase in student numbers and the reduction in allocated space and resources can create less productive studio time 
(Williams et al., 2010). This is evident as per the findings of the Studio Teaching Project (STP) (2009) who identified 
 that architectural academics expected their students to spend at least six hours in the studio per week, three more than 
the current standard. The STP also established a series of hypotheses that; showed architectural students required more 
time with tutors and peers to “learn the practice of design,” (2009). Further, due to an increased popularity in 
architectural studies there are not enough resources available to effectively teach all students. Finally, students are 
expected to spend longer hours outside of the allocated studio working on their design projects, despite no extra space 
provided on campus. Zehner (2008) then poses the question that if the space provided on campus is insufficient for an 
architectural studio, does the quality of work noticeably suffer?  
As well as the lack of resources, is the issue of students choosing to prioritise paid work over coming to class 
(Williams et al., 2010). This affects not only the individual student’s educational experience, but also takes away from 
the necessary interactions and collaborative focus that the architectural studio aims to achieve. By introducing Web 
2.0 into the design studio, is it possible that tutor and peer social interactions develop within an online forum?  
 
Facebook as a learning tool for architectural studios 
 As discussed earlier, there are several studies that have incorporated Web 2.0 into the learning curriculum at 
university level. These studies have aimed to reduce the in-class time needed for administrative tasks as well as 
provide a relatable, interactive discussion forum that is utilised by students and tutors (English & Duncan-Howell, 
2008; Longbottom, 2008). For instance, websites such as YouTube and Flickr have the potential to become part of the 
tertiary learning environment (Middlemiss, 2009). The focus of this research however will be on Facebook and its 
potential application within the architectural studio. 
Facebook is a social networking website that was developed by Mark Zuckerberg in 2004. It was initially created 
to provide an online network for Harvard University students. This later increased to include other American 
universities as well. By September 2006, anyone 13 years or older became eligible to join Facebook and it has become 
one of the fastest growing social networking sites in the world (Parslow, 2007). 
    Facebook usage has almost become habitual amongst younger generations, with adamant usage also expanding to 
younger professionals as well (English & Duncan-Howell, 2008; Parslow, 2007). It offers an interactive, 24 hour, 
virtual world that allows people to interact with peers, family and complete strangers, within the limitations of their 
internet access. It is this interaction and collaboration that potentially provides the necessary links between the 
traditional architectural studio and its contemporary counterpart. 
A recent QUT study was conducted by English and Duncan-Howell (2008), where a class of education students 
utilised Facebook as a means to interact with one another whilst on practicum. This research indicated that Facebook 
can be a useful tool for off campus interactions between tutors and students.  
While the study looked primarily at the use of the discussion forum, or ‘wall’, as the means of communication 
between students and tutors, there are far greater uses of the website that could be applied to the architectural design 
studio. Given the time and spatial constraints of the contemporary studio, Facebook provides the opportunity for a 
24/7 studio environment.  This can be achieved through a combination of online posts, uploading work for 
discussion by the tutor and peers or displaying a design problem that members with access to the page can respond to 
by posting a reply within a short timeframe (English & Duncan-Howell, 2008). 
Facebook would enable students to take the design studio home and given that Web 2.0 is completely mobile, it 
could take the studio almost anywhere (McLoughlin & Mark, 2007). In correspondence with desktop computers and 
laptops, smartphones are becoming a quick and convenient way of accessing online information in an almost 
personally intimate manor (Alexander, 2004). While this technology would prove difficult to upload large design files 
or create presentations, it would still allow access to studio pages for information gathering and viewing of a peer’s 
work. This technology inclusion into the studio would offer tutors an “effective way to reach different types of 
learners and assess understanding through  a multiple of means,” (Staff, 2008). This form of continued one on one or 
one-to-many communication (Staton, 2011) would significantly change the form of the design studio. This would 
better suit the evolving needs of architectural students as well as incorporate the changes that contemporary tertiary 
education has imposed on the design studio. 
There is currently a wide variety of research on both the architectural studio and the use of Web 2.0 technology 
within tertiary education. There was however, limited reference material found that combines the two components at 
the time of researching this paper. This research will aim to identify the full potential of incorporating Facebook as a 
24 hour social interaction and collaboration tool. As a result, this will demonstrate the pros and cons of using 
Facebook for the architectural studio within a contemporary tertiary environment. 
 
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
This research will make use of a combination of both qualitative and quantitative research to provide a link 
between the traditional, 24 hour, architectural studio and the social interactions that have been lost within the 
contemporary studio environment. The qualitative research was conducted by drawing on existing literature to gage 
 the effectiveness of incorporating Facebook within a design studio environment, as well as examining the nature of the 
individual correspondence on the Facebook pages within the subject studio. The quantitative research was gathered by 
quantifying the correspondence on the Facebook pages in order to measure and compare their success or failure.    
As a foundation for this study, an analysis of existing literature was conducted. This project has concentrated 
primarily on Facebook and its potential role within tertiary education, as it is one of the most successful means of 
ongoing communication, 24/7. Although there were limited studies found regarding the social network being 
incorporated into university curriculum, these provided the basis for the collection and analysis of data. This research 
provided the grounds for an additional case study into the use of Facebook within a second year architectural class.  
 
Drawing on existing studies 
 Once the existing literature had been reviewed to determine the gap in the current knowledge, the framework for 
rationalising the data from a Facebook page was sort. The research paper by English & Duncan-Howell (2008) titled 
‘Facebook Goes to College: Using social networking tools to support students undertaking teaching practicum’, was 
drawn upon to provide five categories that could be modified for use within the scope of this research. These 
categories broke down the content of a Facebook page into manageable and measurable portions in order for the 
results to be analysed. These categories included; 
1. Excitement – These were comments directed towards (or from) studio and assignment work from both the 
students and the tutor/lecturer. This area also included uploading of the students own work as well as praise of 
others work.  
2. Problem – A question asked of the tutor/studio group through a posted comment, upload of design work or 
research. The question could be from either a student or the tutor/lecturer generating a discussion.  
3. Solution – A question answered (or commented on) by other students in the studio or the tutor/lecture. 
4. Joke – This section represented any gag, funny comment, uploaded video or presentation simply for the benefit 
of the wellbeing and for the encouragement of both the students and the studio group as a whole. This area was 
seen to provide the necessary distractions for the studio group and seemed to offer a break from constant university 
related information. 
5. Other - This represented any post or upload not included within the above topics. These included but were not 
limited to assignment inspiration, industry information, comments on other subjects or any other general 
information not necessarily related to the current assignment or design studio. 
 
Facebook data collection 
 As mentioned previously, the effectiveness of incorporating Facebook within a design studio was to be established 
by monitoring the correspondence on the studio pages of a second year architectural class at [insert name of university 
here]. The interactions on the individual studio group pages as well as the overall class page were analysed, with the 
data collected anonymously to maintain the personal privacy of the individuals within the class.  
 Due to the large amount of data that could be found on the subject Facebook pages, further filtering was required. 
This maintained the effectiveness of the study, whilst keeping within the relatively short research period. Evaluation 
of the data was achieved by focusing on five specific timeframes within the semester from which to collect the 
information. These dates included; Week 1, Week 4, Week 7, Week 12 and Week 16. 
 
The focus weeks coincided with important dates within the semester whilst also providing relatively uniform data 
entry points. The first week represented the introduction phase to the design unit and the invitation to join studio 
Facebook pages. The second week chosen was the lead up before the first project submission. The third week was the 
submission week for the second design project. The fourth week was the period after the semester break but before the 
final design project. This stage was considered to be a quiet period for Facebook correspondence. The final phase 
recorded was the week of the third and final design project for the semester, held within the designated examination 
period.  
Along with observing the ‘wall posts’, there were also 12 discussion threads recorded on the main unit Facebook 
page and a studio group page. These were specific, topical discussions created by members of the various pages. 
Although they provided a limited amount of Facebook correspondence between the studio members, they will only be 
noted here, with the focus being primarily on the ‘wall posts’ for the collection of Facebook data.   
The studio pages were only considered fully operational specifically for the second semester design unit, although 
there was some communication noted after the completion date.   
 
 
Participants 
 The architectural class consisted of the lecturer and 165 students, of which 149 (90.3%) chose to sign up to the 
studio pages at the beginning of the semester. There were 10 studio groups and their tutors, with 1 tutor opting out of 
the Facebook group for their class. This proved to be another limitation of the study as not everyone chose to join or 
 had access to the Facebook pages. The reasoning behind the individuals not joining was outside the scope of this 
research and given the relatively small number of students and the one tutor, it was not viewed to impede significantly 
on the findings.  
 The case study consisted of 10 studio group Facebook pages with between 12 and 19 student members and their 
respective tutor. There was also an individual class page for the entire unit run by the lecturer. This gave a total of 11 
Facebook pages for this architectural class. 
The individual studio tutors as well as the lecturer had the ability to administer the majority of their pages, whilst 
also providing information and critique to the ‘posted’ comments and work. Some select students were also given the 
opportunity to administer the pages in order to add the other members of their studio and for additional administrative 
necessities. In the case of the studio where the tutor had chosen not to become a member of the Facebook group, 
students took it upon themselves to administrate the page. 
The fact that the introduction of Facebook was structured within the architectural class, allowed the collection of 
data to remain independent of the architectural curriculum.    
 
 Resources  
The gathering of information and data for this project was moderately straightforward. As the case study groups 
were already established, there was no need to develop the focus groups independently of the architectural class. The 
raw data was gathered as mentioned previously, with access to the studio group pages the only permission to be 
sought. Internet access and a Facebook profile were the only resources required to collect and analyse the data.   
If proven successful, this research will demonstrate the 24/7 accessibility of Web 2.0. This will be exhibited 
through the use of the social network Facebook in a way that allows students and tutors to interact, collaborate and 
provide feedback on fellow students work outside of class time. This would ultimately aim to fill the gap left by 
increased student numbers, limited staffing and campus related resources, smaller allotted timeframes within studios 
and also allow the students who choose paid work over class to have fundamental feedback if they miss out on studio 
time (McLaughlin & Mills, 2008; Williams et al., 2010). 
 
 
ANALYSIS AND PRESENTATION OF RESULTS  
 The results of this study were achieved by analysing the posts on the 11 studio Facebook pages and the separate 
class page within the five specified timeframes. Across the study period there were a total of 371 posts from both 
tutors and students, with each post categorised into one of five focus areas. These included excitement, problem, 
solution, joke and other, as characterised in the previous section. Of these initial posts there were a further 1014 
responses to the original correspondence across the 11 pages. These took the form of comments, sourced images or 
plans, uploaded links or simply ‘liking’ what the post had to say. Below is an example of a typical post and response; 
 
[Original]  
“I've posted the Week 15 Presentation Session Times on Blackboard. :D” [June 13, 2011 at 10.15pm] 
 
[Response 1] 
“Damns...I wanted to somewhat go in the morning... are they somewhat permanent?.. Can we swap? haha and are the 
"guests" past students/ students/ architects/ building designers? Cheers [XY].” [June 13, 2011 at 10.57pm] 
 
[Response 2] 
“Thanks for posting them :) I just wanted to check, I'm in studio 5 and it says that we have an afternoon and an 
evening session. Are they still at 10am and 2pm or should the times be different?” [June 13, 2011 at 10.59pm] 
 
 The response time was usually within two minutes to two days of the original post being uploaded onto the studio 
page. In saying this however, there were a minority of cases where some posts required, but did not receive any direct 
response to a problem.  
 In order to measure the general effectiveness of the responses, a ratio was calculated that divided the total number 
of responses by the total number of original posts. For the overall case study there was found to be an average of 2.73 
responses to every initial post on a Facebook page. Once the total figures for the entire class were established, the 
focus moved onto the activity levels within the five timeframes. 
 
Timeframes 
 As discussed in the methodology section, the semester was broken down into five timeframes. These related 
directly to assessment items within the architectural design subject, as well as aiming to maintain uniform data 
analysis.  
 
  
Figure 1: Case Study - Time vs. Post Activity 
 
As shown in Fig. 1, the third timeframe gained the largest number of posts across the case study (43.67%). This was 
the week the second assignment was due, and given the activity levels, generated the largest amount of online 
correspondence. What should also be noted is that the three highest activity periods (2, 3 and 5) coincided with the 
three assignments for the semester and the lowest (1) being the first week of the unit. This was similar to the way the 
responses fluctuated throughout the semester, with the only difference being with the 4th period (Fig. 2). 
 
 
Figure 2: Case Study - Time vs. Response Activity 
 
Studio groups 
After looking at the patterns of activity within the case study as a whole, a similar study was then conducted to 
compare the 11 Facebook pages. Fig. 3 represents the number of posts throughout the semester per Facebook page and 
Fig. 4 signifies the responses. 
 
 
Figure 3: Facebook Groups – Time vs. Post Activity 
(CG – Class Group and SG – Studio Group) 
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Figure 4: Facebook Groups – Time vs. Response Activity 
 
As can be seen in Fig. 3, there is a strong variation between the studio group with the most activity (SG7 -21.83%) and 
the studios with the least activity (SG8 and 9 - 0.27%). It can be said however, that the majority of studios had 
between 20 and 60 original posts, with online correspondence throughout the majority of the semester.  
 When analysing Fig. 4, it was interesting to note that the studio group that had the largest amount of original post 
activity, did not coincide with the studio with the most responses. Studio 6 had a significantly larger number of 
responses than any other group, which indicates that they interacted with other members of their studio on a regular 
basis. Furthermore, the comparison between the Fig. 3 and Fig. 4 indicates that the majority of page users preferred to 
respond to a post, over posting on the wall. Also, generally speaking, the initial activity levels of the studio groups 
were proportionate to the number of responses they received. 
 The last comparison made between these two figures was the most predominate timeframe the Facebook activity 
took place. In Fig. 3 most of the original posts took place between timeframes 2 and 3, corresponding to the first two 
assignments. Fig. 4 indicates that the largest number of responses were within timeframes 3 and 5. This discloses that 
there was more online discussion at the time of the second and third pieces of assessment. This then directed the 
analysis of the data to determine the breakdown of these discussions. 
 
Post categories 
 As mentioned earlier, to analyse the types of posts within the case study, five categories were drawn upon. These 
included excitement, problem, solution, joke and other. The figure below provides the breakdown of the five 
categories across the case study period, with the category ‘Other’ having the largest usage (41.51%).  
 
 
Figure 5: Category of Post 
  
 This analysis indicates that the studio groups posted a large amount of information relating to design inspiration, 
industry information and other general information. These posts were varied between 30-100 words in length with an 
example given here;  
 
“Did you know?: In a few years most of you will be my colleague; the industry is small- we can easily cross paths 
again; it is not unusual for some of you to meet me at AIA awards nights; it is also fairly common that roles reverse- 
that I will work for you in some capacity in the future (e.g. [XY] used to work for me, now the role is reversed). My 
message? Run, grasp and develop your design skills with delight, even in your own time: being a leading architect is 
within your sights.” [April 17, 2011] 
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 These types of posts were seen as vital encouragement and inspiration for studio members and were generally posted 
within a couple of days of a due date. They were also viewed as buffers between the large amounts of studio and 
assignment related activity.   
 The second largest category in the case study was ‘Problem’. This type of post consisted of a tutor, lecturer or 
student asking the Facebook group for further information. The tutor questions were predominately aimed at the studio 
group as a whole, with student questions directed to both the tutor and their fellow peers. The size of the posts varied, 
with a significant number including uploaded design work for feedback. A couple of examples are given here; 
 
“So what is the standard for our exemplar display? [XY] and I are confused... what is this calico? Where can we find 
it?” [April 13, 2011] 
 
“hey guys,  
did [XY] end up coming into our tute class on friday? did anyone ask her about the feng shui idea? and if she 
approved it?” [May 23, 2011] 
 
“How is the model making material collection coming along? Remember to bring this along to the Studios, this 
coming Friday.” [May 23, 2011] 
  
 These posts generally asked questions about assignment information, hand in and presentation times, progress 
reports as well as posed design related questions, usually through the upload of a sketch. 
 The third highest category was ‘Excitement’, which included posts that were comments on gratification of handing 
in or presenting an assignment, as well as coming to a design conclusion. These were mainly directed towards the 
studio as a whole and were evident on the Facebook pages that had high levels of online interaction. The post length 
was fairly brief, only a couple of sentences, as the examples below show;  
 
“From [XY] - well done DAB310ers. From the work I have seen today, plus those snippets from other groups; you 
should feel proud.” [June 17, 2011] 
 
“Well done everyone!!!! There was some beautiful work today.” [June 17, 2011] 
 
Along with previously mentioned inspiration, this category was viewed to increase the wellbeing of the students. It 
aided in creating a greater sense of community amongst the studio groups that interacted continually. 
 The next category that was examined was ‘Solutions’. This looked at the answers that both the tutors and the 
students had posted in response to a question within the timetabled studio. They covered a large area from design and 
assignment related work, from timings to other administrative tasks. Depending on the topic, the length of these posts 
varied, along with the quality of the response. Examples can be seen below; 
 
“I HOPE everyone has remembered to put in Letter Boxes!” [June 15, 2011] 
 
“Hey guys also, from the word doco with everyone's preference in regards to sleeping habits and study habits etc... I 
have categorized people into early/ undefined (who go under early risers) and late risers. If you're placed in the 
wrong category please let me know asap. EARLY RISERS are [A], [B], [C], [D], [E], [F], [G], [H], [I] and myself. 
everyone else is classified as a late riser!” [May 28, 2011] 
 
These were original posts on the studio page and not considered to be responses. If all ‘Solutions’ were calculated, 
they would easily out way the ‘Problem’ list, as in the majority of cases, more than one person responded. In saying 
this however, it did give an indication that questions posed within the timetabled studio, were answered within the 
online forum. 
 The final category analysed was ‘Joke’, which included posts, images and video that didn’t necessarily relate to the 
studio. It aimed to once again, separate the constant flow of university related information and was only evident within 
studios with the highest activity levels (SG 6, 7 and 10). This category didn’t prove to be overly effective as a large 
portion of posts fell outside the five designated timeframes. In saying this, there were a few recorded examples as 
shown here; 
 
“Is it just me or did we all get our first decent amount of sleep lastnight? Lol congratulations guys!” [June 19, 2011] 
 
“*picks glue guns up at the wrong end for fun* :(“ [June 16, 2011] 
 
 Although this category didn’t prove to be very successful, like ‘Excitement’, it outlined the studio groups that 
appeared to be comfortable amongst themselves and were willing to talk about other subjects outside of university.  
 As can be seen from this category analysis, there was a wide variety of information the tutors and students were 
putting on their Facebook pages. It covered everything from design and assignment information, to administrative 
tasks and inspiration. The majority of studio groups incorporated most of the information categories, with the success 
of the individual studio groups put down to the continual involvement of the tutor.      
  
Tutor participation 
 As stated earlier, the studio groups that had the most interaction between the tutor and the students generally 
provided the most successful Facebook page. Overall, the tutor’s contribution to their studios’ page was considered 
positive (54.5%), with two fitting into the neutral category (18.2%). There were three that fitted into the negative 
contribution category, with one of these studios not having the tutor sign up to the group. 
 The online activity of the tutors varied significantly, with some updating their pages almost daily, with others 
posting weekly or monthly. Some tutors started out the semester with daily posts but later went quiet online. This is in 
contrast to others, who relied on their students to initiate the pages but became more involved as the semester 
progressed. All tutors/lecturer addressed their correspondence to the whole group rather than individual students, 
although once the students responded, they addressed them individually.  
 The most interactive online tutors covered all five categories of post, while focusing on providing solutions to 
student’s questions. Most of the tutors aimed to encourage or inspire their students as well as provide them with 
feedback on their design ideas. On the whole some tutors portrayed more enthusiasm towards the Facebook groups 
than others, but it was also found to be the students involvement that determined a pages success.  
  
Student participation 
 The general participation of the students was the key to the success of this study. 8 out of the 11 individual 
Facebook pages were considered to have positive student contributions (72.7%), with 2 considered to be neutral 
(18.2%). Only one Facebook group was classed to have a negative response from students. 
 The activity levels fluctuated between 1-3 days and 3-5 days between correspondence within most groups, with 
new information or responses to information, uploaded almost daily. While the page usage was spread fairly evenly 
between the students, it should be noted that while some students thoroughly applied themselves to the online studio 
environment, others utilised it less frequently.  
 While the bulk of the posts were within the ‘Problem’ category, there were also a large number of solutions 
offered to fellow students as well as the questions posted by the tutor or lecturer. The majority of the solutions offered 
by students were usually in the form of a response, with most cases involving more than one student giving an 
opinion. Students also posted a lot of information in the ‘Excitement’ category, with many of them congratulating their 
fellow class mates after an assignment was handed in or at the end of the semester.  
 The studios with the greatest involvement from students, along with good tutor participation, appeared to possess a 
better sense of community amongst its members. Although it is outside the scope of this study, it would be interesting 
to see if the success of the Facebook group was proportionate to the grades achieved within that design studio.   
 
DISCUSSION 
The findings of this research have proven that an interactive studio environment can be established within the 
confines of a Facebook page. By offering students, as well as tutors, an afterhours avenue of communication, it can be 
seen that a wide variety of information is past between the parties. This information is proven to be an effective 
feedback and problem solving resource, with solutions provided by tutors as well as a student’s peers. These responses 
have been within a relatively short timeframe, alluding to the fact that the studio pages are monitored regularly. This 
online environment has been seen to develop a sense of community through the encouragement and inspiration of 
others within the group. 
 The success of the Facebook groups was weighed heavily on the participation and enthusiasm of both the students 
and the tutors. There were more responses recorded as the semester progressed, pertaining to the fact that the more 
familiar and comfortable the studio groups got, the more correspondence there was on the pages. Along with this 
point, studios where the tutor was actively participating within the Facebook group provided the most number of posts 
and subsequent responses.  
 The results didn’t however address the area of on campus resources within this case study. Further study is 
required within this field, as no conclusions were drawn up within the data analysis. Also, the number of students who 
worked within an architectural firm and couldn’t attend class weren’t known within the case study. In saying this 
however, given the positive student response to the after hour’s communication, it could be argued that students who 
did work still participated.    
 The major limitation of this study was the relatively short time this research had to collect and analyse the data. As 
mentioned previously, a Facebook page contains a large amount of correspondence to record, although this research 
 aimed to gather it within a uniform manner.  The complete analysis of all the Facebook data from the pages would 
have drawn up a series of more thorough conclusions. Significant posts were omitted because they fell outside of the 
five denoted timeframes and thus weren’t included within the case study. This may not have transcribed into 
significant changes but it didn’t paint the whole picture as to the complete effectiveness of all the Facebook groups.  
 Another limitation that affected the study was participation. A number of students and a tutor chose not to sign up 
to the relevant Facebook pages and, although the seemingly small number didn’t detract from the overall study, the 
personal reasons as to why they didn’t want to take part would have proven useful. 
The final limitation to be noted was the inclusion of the category ‘Joke’ within the analysis of the posts. Although it 
was spread across a number of Facebook pages, it was barely noticeable within the focused timeframes. This would 
have benefitted from the complete analysis of all the pages. 
 With these limitations considered, future research incorporating Facebook within tertiary education would benefit 
from this study. It provides a basic method of measuring the effectiveness of a Facebook page within a design studio, 
which over time, may be utilised as a feasibility study for a change in architectural curriculum.  
 
CONCLUSIONS 
The purpose of this research was to establish whether or not Facebook could be used to increase the social 
interactions within an architectural studio. The research utilised existing literature to develop an analytical study that 
would determine the effectiveness of the social network tool within architectural tertiary education.  
By examining the nature of the correspondence on a series of second year architectural studio pages, a response to 
the effectiveness of using the social network for out of hours learning was sort. In analysing this research, one could 
determine whether social change is required within the current design studio format and if the inclusion of Facebook 
would provide any benefit. It looked to offer a supplement for the social interaction that was once developed within 
the traditional 24 hour studio, and make use of this mainstream technology as a pedagogical response to benefit both 
staff and students.  
The results have indicated that Facebook did play a significant role in the design studio, with large amounts of data 
collected. The online environment did seem to benefit the architectural students as many received information and 
feedback through this forum. A sense of community was developed within the most successful online studio groups, 
with participation the key to the quality of social interaction in this medium. 
There were a number of issues within contemporary architecture mentioned within this paper. The case study 
analysis didn’t address them all but made mention to the fact that the possible solution is fairly straightforward.  
As there were limited studies on the use of Facebook in the architectural studio context at the time of this research, 
this could provide the initial ground work necessary for future studies on the subject. By expanding the study to 
include all the correspondence within an architectural studio, a wider understanding could be gathered to determine 
the suitability of Facebook in that environment. This would ultimately employ the use of mainstream student 
technology to benefit architectural tertiary education.   
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